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THE ROLE OF THE EUROPEAN UNION IN CONFLICT
RESOLUTION IN AFRICA: TOWARDS
COMPREHENSIVE, INTEGRATED AND LONG-TERM
COMMITMENT?
Since the end of the Cold War, conflict resolution and management, conflict preven-
tion and post-conflict rebuilding have risen to the top of the international agenda and
have become core objectives of the EU’s relations with Africa. The European Union is
increasingly engaged in conflict resolution in Africa.
One of the topics that dominated the agenda of the 4th EU-Africa Summit which
took place in Brussels on 2–3 April 2014 and brought together the Heads of State and
Government of the European Union member states and Africa, as well as the Presidents
of the European Council, European Commission and the African Union, was how to en-
sure that the EU effectively contributes to conflict resolution in Africa, and how to en-
hance EU support for African capacities to manage security on the continent with
a view to invest in “People, Prosperity and Peace.” The 2014 summit offered another
opportunity to take a fresh look at the EU-Africa partnership, to highlight some of the
results that have been achieved, and to explore areas for future cooperation.1
The Summit, given recent developments in Mali, South Sudan and the Central Afri-
can Republic was expected to enhance the EU-Africa security partnership and to be an
important testing ground for the EU’s commitment to conflict resolution in Africa. On
the margins of the Summit, a special “high-level” meeting on the Central African Re-
public was held.
Conflict remains one of the most characteristic features of the African continent,
and the proliferation of conflicts in the past few years presented the European Union
and its member states with many significant challenges. It affected the security context
within which the EU-Africa partnership has been conducted so far under the Cotonou
agreement and other instruments including the 2005 EU Strategy for Africa and the
2007 Joint Africa-EU Strategy. The long-standing engagement of the European Union
in Africa and the EU’s commitment to conflict resolution have been severely tested by
the escalation of the crises in Mali and, most recently, in the Central African Republic,
and highlighted the need to redefine the EU’s foreign policy objectives, choices and en-
gagement in conflict resolution in Africa.
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1 The first EU-Africa summit was held in Cairo in April 2000, the next in Lisbon in 2007 and
third in Tripoli in 2010. The fifth summit will take place in Africa in 2017.
Even though the international relations of the European Union have recently been
dominated by the events in Ukraine, conflict in Africa remains high on the EU agenda.
In her recent speech to the UN Security Council on the cooperation between the EU and
the UN in the field of international peace and security, EU High Representative
Catherine Aston, strongly advocated the EU’s comprehensive approach to conflict res-
olution and claimed that it has been exemplified in dealing with crises in Africa. She
elaborated this by referring to the European Union’s engagement in conflicts in Soma-
lia, Mali, Niger and the Central African Republic (Address, 2014).
Indeed, since the beginning of 2014, an EU military operation in the Central African
Republic and an Election Observation Mission (EOM) in Guinea Bissau have been
launched and the European Union Training Mission (EUTM) in Somalia has started its
training activities in Mogadishu. A high level meeting on the Central African Republic
was held and the EU adopted a strategy on the Gulf of Guinea, and a number of Council
conclusions (on South Sudan, the Central African Republic, on the Gulf of Guinea, on
Sahel), appointed a new Mission Commander for the EU training mission in Mali and
issued a dozen or so statements on the situation in several African countries: Zimba-
bwe, Niger, South Sudan to name but a few. Africa was also high on the agenda of the
Foreign Affairs Council on March 17 (Gulf of Guinea, EU-Africa summit). The EU’s
unusual activism may, perhaps, be attributed to its preparations for the EU-Africa sum-
mit in April, but it may be indicative of the growing importance given to the EU’s en-
gagement in African conflict situations as well.
The overall aim of this article is to provide an insight into EU’s engagement and in-
creasing role in conflict resolution in Africa and to assess whether, and by what means
EU’s normative and rhetoric commitment to conflict resolution in Africa can be hon-
oured. The overarching question addressed in this article is about the nature and scope
of this commitment, its constitutive elements and different ways in which the European
Union is committed to conflict resolution in Africa. To delineate EU’s commitment, the
article will use, as a convenient starting point of analysis, a statement included in the
2003 European Security Strategy document providing that “if we are to make a contri-
bution that matches our potential, we need to be more active, more coherent and more
capable. And we need to work with others.” (European Security Strategy, 2003: 11).
The article is set out in four parts. This introductory part sets out a conceptual frame-
work of analysis. The following part provides an up-to-date analysis of the instruments
committing the European Union to conflict resolution in Africa with a view to define
and delimit, contextualize and measure its normative density. It takes a closer look at
both unilateral instruments of the EU as well as those originating from the Union’s con-
tractual relations with its African partners. The following part has been designed to ad-
dress controversies generated by normative, vertical and horizontal, geographical and
functional fragmentation of the EU’s commitment to conflict resolution in Africa. The
final part concludes by commenting on the need to move away from fragmentation to-
wards a more comprehensive, integrated long-term EU commitment regime. The arti-
cle will consider whether the EU-Africa partnership is, or is not moving in this
direction.
This article is based on the assumption that the EU’s involvement in conflict resolu-
tion in Africa must be seen not only in terms of pursuing self-interest by the EU and its
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member states, but as part of “a wider agenda for peace, justice and equality, where
power and politics are supplanted by an institutionalized framework to support dia-
logue and enhance the achievement of core values, including democracy and the rule of
law” (Farrell, 2006: 16). The article will address some of the conceptual problems asso-
ciated with the EU’s role in conflict resolution in Africa. The conceptualization of the
EU as a conflict resolution provider or facilitator will test the assumption that “the Eu-
ropean Union favours the use of soft powering order to exert influence on the interna-
tional stage” (ibidem: 17) and that it may be seen as an alternative ‘soft’, ‘civilian’ or
‘normative’ power in its involvement in conflict resolution in Africa. A growing body
of literature defines EU’s foreign policy in terms of ‘civilian’ or ‘normative’ power and
argues that the EU’s commitment to ‘civilian’, economic and political rather than mili-
tary means and capabilities constitutes its differentia specifica and makes it a special in-
ternational actor and security provider.2 This is where the European Union differs from
other ‘hard’ security providers like NATO.
The paper aims at capturing the role of the European Union itself as either an actor
in its own right and/or as a framework for conflict resolution, acknowledging at the
same time the often predominant role of individual member states, particularly those
with traditional vested interests in Africa.
Conflict resolution has become a prominent topic in the study of the European Un-
ion and a very active research subject-area, also in Poland.3 Much has been written
about EU’s ability, or inability, to contribute to conflict resolution in European neigh-
bourhood (Tocci, 2007) or border conflicts (Diez et al., 2008) e.g. in relation to the con-
flict in Yugoslavia, the Cyprus problem, Georgia or the Middle East. There is also
a growing body of scholarship and literature focusing on EU’s relations with Africa, in-
cluding conflict resolution in the African context. The EU’s engagement in conflict res-
olution in Africa has generated a wide range of research focused on its nature and
effects.4
There is no definitional/terminological clarity concerning the role of the EU in deal-
ing with conflict in Africa. Even a cursory survey of the relevant instruments and litera-
ture reveals no precise, consistent usage of terminology. ‘Conflict management’,
‘conflict resolution’, ‘conflict prevention’, ‘conflict/dispute settlement’, ‘mitigation or
prevention of escalation of conflict’ ‘conflict prevention, peace building and mediation’
and many other related terms are being used at both normative and rhetoric level. And
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2 See: I. Manners, Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction in Terms, “Journal of Common
Market Studies”, Vol. 6, No. 2, pp. 235–258; I. Manners, Normative Power Europe Reconsidered:
Beyond the Crossroads, in: Civilian or Military Power European Foreign Policy in Perspective, (ed.)
H. Sjursen, London 2007.
3 The role of the European Union in conflict resolution in Africa was, for instance prominently
present at the latest, annual international conference “Europe in the XXI Century” organized by the
Adam Mickiewicz University. S³ubice, 6–7 February 2014.
4 See for instance: Responding to Conflict in Africa. The United Nations and Regional Organiza-
tions, (ed.) J. Boulden, New York 2013; A. Nhema, P. T. Zeleza, The Resolution of African Conflicts.
The management of Conflict Resolution and Post-conflict Reconstruction, Addis Ababa–Oxford–Pre-
toria 2008; EU Conflict Prevention and Crisis management. Roles, Institutions and Policies, (eds.)
E. Gross, A. E. Jucos, London 2011; R. Ziêba, International Roles of the European Union, “Rocznik
Integracji Europejskiej” 2012, No. 6, pp. 63–78.
the meanings attached to those different terms may vary. For the purposes of the present
analysis the term ‘conflict resolution’ will be used as a collective term referring to the
expected outcome of the EU’s engagement in African conflict – the end of the conflict,
its ‘resolution’ and the steps that need to be taken to that end including conflict preven-
tion and management. The border lines between conflict prevention, management or
resolution are often blurred and not always easy to determine. Precisely for that reason,
the focus here is on EU’s activities aiming at ending already existing conflicts (for more
on proliferation of terms: Smith, 2009: 180). Conflicts, the European Union helps to re-
solve may be either inter-state or intra-state or a combination of both.
Special attention will be given to normative commitments made by the European
Union towards ‘one Africa’ with reference to the 2005 EU Strategy on Africa and
the 2007 Joint EU-Africa Strategy. However, the paper cannot ignore and put aside reg-
ulations concerning EU’s relations with sub-Saharan Africa, especially the Cotonou
agreement, or EU’s relations with North Africa, based on the Euro-Mediterranean
Partnership and the Union for the Mediterranean and the European Neighbourhood
Policy.
Another clarification that needs to be made here is that this article is primarily con-
cerned with the CFSP /CDSP and CFSP/CDSP related diplomatic instruments and ac-
tivities carried out under the overall authority of the High Representative for Foreign
Affairs and Security Policy. It acknowledges, however, the importance of moving be-
yond the CSDP framework to explore the broader range of security instruments that the
EU has at its disposal.
This article argues for a multi-dimensional, integrated approach to understanding
EU’s role in conflict resolution in Africa and suggests the need to move beyond the tra-
ditional rhetoric of external Europeanization, including the “export of European val-
ues”, towards a more neutral description of EU’s role as an “interregional partner”,
“global actor”, “role model” or “positive force in world politics”. This paper places the
EU’s engagement in conflict resolution in Africa in its rich normative and historical
context while assessing its achievements, failures and prospects for the future.
EU NORMATIVE COMMITMENT TO CONFLICT RESOLUTION
IN AFRICA
The main purpose of this part is to map the territory: to identify the sources of the
EU’s commitment to conflict resolution in Africa and to determine what exactly they
commit the European Union to. In other words, this part attempts to explain how the
European Union has obtained the competence to be engaged in conflict resolution in
Africa, which African actors the European Union is expected to assist and by what
means.
EU’s commitment to conflict resolution in Africa is embodied in an expanding an-
thology of international and EU instruments of different character and significance.
Their identification or even acknowledgement may not always be easy. A proposed tax-
onomy of instruments committing the European Union to conflict resolution in Africa
will reflect their nature (i. e. whether they are EU’s own instruments or international
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treaties or other international instruments of bilateral or multilateral character), hierar-
chy and chronology.
The roots of the EU’s engagement in conflict resolution beyond its borders are to be
found in the EU Treaties, in international agreements concluded by the European Union
and in its own acts, both legislative and non-legislative, and authoritative decisions.
A short reference to the EU Treaties makes a good starting point. Art. 11 of the
Treaty on European Union (TEU) provided that among the foreign and security policy
objectives of the Union were “to strengthen the security of the Union in all ways” and
“to preserve peace and strengthen international security, in accordance with the princi-
ples of the United Nations Charter, as well as the principles of the Helsinki Final Act
and the objectives of the Paris Charter, including those on external borders.” The
Maastricht Treaty enabled the EU to move beyond its borders in tackling security con-
cerns to Africa in the neighbouring South (ENP, Euro-Mediterranean) and the distant
South (ACP). Art. 11 has been amended by the treaty of Lisbon, which was signed on
13 December 2007 and entered into force on 1 December 2009, and is now Art. 21.
Art. 21. 2 stipulates, inter alia, that “The Union shall define and pursue common poli-
cies and actions,” and shall work for a high degree of cooperation in all fields of interna-
tional relations, in order to:
“(c) preserve peace, prevent conflicts and strengthen international security, in accor-
dance with the purposes and principles of the United Nations Charter, with the princi-
ples of the Helsinki Final Act and with the aims of the Charter of Paris, including
those relating to external borders” (Lisbon Treaty, 2012).
Conflict prevention has, therefore, been explicitly mentioned as one of the EU’s for-
eign policy objectives. Another interesting provision of the Lisbon Treaty (Zwolski,
2012) relevant to our analysis, provides that the “The Union shall seek to develop rela-
tions and build partnerships with third countries, and international, regional or global
organizations” which share the principles of the Union and that that Union shall pro-
mote “multilateral solutions to common problems, in particular in the framework of the
United Nations.”
The boundaries of the EU’s involvement in conflict resolution in Africa have been
demarcated by a network of international agreements concluded by the EU with its
African partners: the African Union, the Southern African Development Community
(SADC), the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), other regional
integration organizations in Africa and many of their member states (Economic Part-
nership Agreements). However, the central piece of regulation is provided by the Coto-
nou Partnership Agreement signed between the European Community and its member
states, and 79 ACP states, most of which are from sub-Saharan Africa, on 23 June 2000.
Since 2000, it has been the framework for their mutual relations and a basis for EU’s
conflict resolution related activities in sub-Saharan Africa.
Relations with North African, Mediterranean states are subject to yet another set of
regulations embodied, primarily, in the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) instru-
ments: the 1995 Barcelona Declaration establishing the Euro-Mediterranean Partner-
ship and its revised version – the Union for the Mediterranean – a partnership of the EU
member states and 15 Mediterranean, including North African, states.
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As far as the EU’s ‘own’ instruments are concerned, special attention must be given
to a series of EU common strategies, including the most general the 2005 EU Strategy
on Africa, and other strategies such as the 2000 Common Strategy on the Mediterra-
nean Region, the 2011 EU Strategy for Security and Development in the Sahel, and very
recently adopted by the Council of the European Union, the EU strategy on the Gulf
of Guinea.
A large number of EU legislative acts and authoritative decisions form an integral
part of the normative framework within which EU’s commitment to conflict resolution
in Africa is shaped, articulated and implemented. Numerous common positions and
joint actions have been adopted with respect to conflict in Africa. The first was the Joint
Action towards South Africa (concerning support for the transition towards a demo-
cratic and multi-racial South Africa) adopted by the Council in 1993. In 1999–2000 the
Council adopted five common positions on the conflict between Ethiopia and Eritrea,
in 2001 a Common Position on combating the illicit traffic in conflict diamonds, as
a contribution to prevention and settlement of conflicts, and in 2009 a Common Posi-
tion on restrictive measures against Zimbabwe. However, of particular importance for
the EU’s commitment to conflict resolution in Africa is the Council Common Position
2005/304/CFSP concerning conflict prevention, management and resolution in Africa,
adopted on 12 April 2005. Finally, EU legislation reflecting its commitment to conflict
resolution in Africa embodies a large number of Council decisions and regulations and
Political and Security Committee decisions such as the recently (14 January 2014)
adopted Decision extending the mandate of the Head of Mission of the European Union
CSDP mission in Niger (EUCAP Sahel Niger).
Yet another category of the EU’s own instruments are the so-called ‘Council conclu-
sions’ adopted on a regular basis by the Council of the European Union in its Foreign
Affairs formation. Council conclusions on South Sudan, on Sahel, on the Central Afri-
can Republic, and on the Gulf of Guinea were adopted in 2014 alone.
The EU’s commitment to conflict resolution in Africa and its willingness to work to
that end with its African partners have been repeatedly reiterated by a number of Euro-
pean Councils. The Essen European Council in December 1994, for instance, strongly
advocated “an intensive political dialogue between the European Union and the Orga-
nization for African Unity (OAU) in particular regarding conflict prevention in Africa”
(Essen European Council, 1994). The Madrid European Council in December 1995
confirmed the readiness of the European Union “to support African efforts in the field
of preventive diplomacy and peacekeeping” and recognized “the importance of the Af-
rican lead in preventive diplomacy and conflict resolution in Africa” (Madrid Euro-
pean Council, 1995: annex 13). The most recent European Council held in Brussels in
March 2014, ahead of the 4th EU-Africa Summit, reiterated that “the European Union
remains committed to building a partnership of equals with Africa and strengthening
relations in all relevant areas in response to the growing interdependence between the
European Union and Africa.” The Council has also emphasized its support for African
partners in the area of security and promised that “the Union will continue to provide
operational support through its civilian crisis management missions and military opera-
tions, at the request of individual countries and in close cooperation with other regional
and international actors” (Brussels European Council, 2014).
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Finally, a string of daily statements made by or on behalf of the EU High Represen-
tative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and declarations made by the High Rep-
resentative “on behalf of the European Union” on the situation in different parts of
Africa (e.g. a statement of 27 March 2014 on the extremely grave situation in the Cen-
tral African Republic) complements EU legislative and policy instruments.
All of the instruments mentioned above, as well as regimes and institutions they
have created, help us to construct the European Union’s policy on conflict resolution in
Africa and to determine the character and the scope of its commitment thereto. How-
ever, the instruments listed above are of different character and normative significance.
Most of them just re-cite what the leading instruments have committed the European
Union to. Therefore, a more detailed analysis of the leading instruments could, perhaps,
help us to answer the question this article is focused on namely: is the European Union
moving towards a comprehensive, integrated and long-term commitment to conflict
resolution in Africa?
The four instruments, more detailed analysis of which may help to answer this ques-
tion, in chronological order, are: the Cotonou Agreement, the Council Common Posi-
tion concerning conflict prevention, management and resolution in Africa, the EU
Strategy on Africa and the Joint Africa-EU Strategy.
The Cotonou Agreement
Relations between the European Union and most of the African states are governed
by the Partnership Agreement between 79 members of the African, Caribbean and Pa-
cific group of states on one side, and the European Community and its member states on
the other side. The Agreement was signed in Cotonou in Benin, on 23 June 2000, for
twenty years. The Cotonou Agreement has been revised twice – in 2005 and 2010 and
all the new members of the European Union are parties to the Agreement. (South Af-
rica, while a signatory of the Cotonou Agreement, concluded a separate Trade, Devel-
opment and Cooperation Agreement with the European Union and its member states).
The primary objective of the ACP-EC partnership is to promote and expedite the
economic, cultural and social development of the ACP States, poverty eradication, sus-
tainable development, and progressive integration of the ACP countries into the world
economy with a view to contributing to peace and security.
An important component of the Agreement and partnership it has established, is the
so-called political dialogue focusing on issues of mutual concern and carried out by the
parties in conformity with policies “to promote peace and to prevent, manage and re-
solve violent conflicts” (Art. 8). Art. 11, dealing with peace-building policies, conflict
prevention and resolution, obliges the parties to “pursue an active, comprehensive and
integrated policy of peace-building and conflict prevention and resolution within the
framework of the Partnership” and stipulates that this policy “shall be based on the prin-
ciple of ownership,” and provide support for “mediation, negotiation and reconciliation
efforts.” Finally, “in situations of violent conflict the Parties shall take all suitable ac-
tion to prevent an intensification of violence, to limit its territorial spread, and to facili-
tate a peaceful settlement of the existing disputes” (Cotonou Agreement, 2000).
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The Cotonou Agreement represents an important step in defining the role of the Eu-
ropean Union in conflict resolution, and also conflict prevention and management, in
Africa. The Agreement provides a comprehensive framework for an active role of the
EU in the political dialogue between the parties. It also presents the Partnership, like the
European Union itself, as a peace project.
Council Common Position Concerning Conflict Prevention, Management
and Resolution in Africa
The Council Common Position 2005/304/CFSP concerning conflict prevention,
management and resolution in Africa of 12 April 2005 is the third, revised version of
this document. The previous versions were adopted by the Council in 1997 and in 2001.
The document, in its preamble, strongly emphasizes that the primary responsibility for
prevention, management and resolution of conflicts on the African continent lies with
Africans themselves and that the central actors in the prevention, management and res-
olution of conflicts in Africa are the African Union and African sub regional organiza-
tions, such as the Economic Community of West African States, the South African
Development Community and the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD),
the Economic Community of Central African States (ECCAS) and the Economic and
Monetary Community of Central Africa (CEMAC). The role of the European Union in
conflict resolution in Africa is defined in Art. 1 providing that:
“The EU shall contribute to the prevention, management and resolution of violent
conflicts in Africa by strengthening African capacity and means of action in this field,
in particular through enhanced dialogue with, and support for, the AU and
sub-regional organisations and initiatives, and civil society organisations.”
Elsewhere, the document explains that the EU actions shall cover conflict preven-
tion, crisis management, peace-building and reconstruction of post-conflict states. An-
other important provision authorizing the European Union and its member states to
enhance the African “peace support operations capabilities, at regional, sub-regional
and bilateral levels,” stipulates, that “notwithstanding its commitment to African own-
ership, EU shall remain prepared to become involved, whenever necessary, in crisis
management in Africa with its own capabilities” and, in Art. 6, that:
“the EU and its Member States shall continue, on a case-by-case basis, to consider de-
ploying their own operational means for conflict prevention and crisis management in
Africa, in accordance with the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and in
close cooperation with UN activities in the region.”
The Common Position repeatedly emphasizes the primary role of the United Na-
tions and international law, as the framework for activities undertaken within the con-
text of prevention, management and resolution of conflicts in Africa. It also makes
a reference to the Cotonou Agreement even though, the Common Position itself is ex-
clusively concerned with conflict in Africa. There seems to be no contradiction be-
tween the two instruments, both referring to prevention, management and resolution of
violent conflict in Africa. The Common Position, however, seems to be much stronger
in emphasizing the responsibility of African actors themselves.
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EU Strategy for Africa: Towards a Euro-African Pact to Accelerate Africa’s
Development
The 2005 EU Strategy for Africa was designed to initiate a new stage in Euro-Africa
Partnership. It was endorsed at the second EU-Africa Summit in Lisbon in 2007 and
was meant to complement the revised Cotonou Agreement, the Euro-Mediterranean
Partnership and the European Neighbourhood Policy. The document makes a refer-
ence to extensive experience of the European Community and its contractual arrange-
ments with different parts of Africa and promises to offer “a comprehensive, integrated
and long-term framework for its relations with the African continent.”
The Strategy focuses primarily on issues related to development, and more specifi-
cally, with the prerequisites for attaining the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)
in Africa. It claims that there can be no sustainable development without peace and se-
curity and, consequently, “the EU should step up its efforts to promote peace and secu-
rity at all stages of the conflict cycle, from conflict prevention, via conflict management
to conflict resolution and post-conflict reconstruction” (EU Strategy for Africa, 2005).
In Africa, the Strategy identifies two areas of “chronic conflict and instability”: the
Mano-River region in West Africa and an area extending from the Horn of Africa to
eastern Congo and claims that these two areas “are dominated by a large number of
countries in conflict as well as a high proportion of fragile states, i.e. states that – often
weakened by endemic crises and conflicts or natural disasters – lack credible, legiti-
mate and/or effective governance” and, therefore, “the ongoing Darfur conflict in Su-
dan, the ‘forgotten war’ in northern Uganda, the persistent insecurity in the east and
north of the Central African Republic and the instability in eastern Congo remain seri-
ous causes for concern.”
The Strategy calls for a comprehensive EU approach to “all issues relating to con-
flict prevention, management and resolution, post-conflict reconstruction and peace-
building” and promises that the EU will step up its efforts “ to promote peace and
security at all stages of the conflict cycle” and concludes that “a common EU policy
with regard to the different conflicts in Africa is therefore needed.”
The Strategy, in line with other, previously analysed instruments, underlines the
leading role of the United Nations, the need to explore the synergies between different
organizations involved in Africa and gives particular attention to the capacity building
plan for the African Union. The Strategy, unlike previous instruments, claims that while
Africa has many faces, different histories and diverse needs, it has embarked on a path
of integrating the entire continent. The EU Strategy for Africa “will therefore, for the
first time, address Africa as one entity.”
A Joint Africa-EU Strategy
The 2007 Africa-EU Strategic Partnership – A Joint Africa-EU Strategy, was
adopted by the participants of the second Africa-EU Summit in Lisbon in 2007. The
Strategy is intended to provide an overarching long-term framework for Africa-EU re-
lations, a political vision and a roadmap for the future cooperation between the two con-
The role of the European Union in conflict resolution in Africa... 217
tinents. Regular Africa-EU summit meetings, most recently held in Brussels on April
2–3, 2014, form an important component of its institutional architecture.
The importance of the Joint Strategy can be fully appreciated only against the back-
ground of previously discussed documents committing the European Union to conflict
resolution in Africa. The Joint Strategy is meant to “move away from a traditional rela-
tionship and forge a real partnership characterised by equality and the pursuit of com-
mon objectives.” Indeed, it is rather unusual for the European Union to shape its
strategy on a bilateral, or, like in this case, multilateral basis.
The Joint Strategy begins with an observation that Africa and Europe are bound to-
gether by history, culture, geography and a common future. It makes a reference to their
partnership as a community of values: the respect for human rights, freedom, equality,
solidarity, justice, the rule of law and democracy, embodied in the constitutive instru-
ment of both the European Union and the African Union and other international agree-
ments. It describes the European Union as a key partner for African states and
organizations who helps to create conditions for lasting peace and stability. More spe-
cifically, the Joint Strategy states that:
“the two continents have laid the foundation for successful cooperation based on the
need to promote holistic approaches to security, encompassing conflict prevention
and long-term peace-building, conflict resolution and post-conflict reconstruction,
linked to governance and sustainable development, with a view to addressing the root
causes of conflicts” (The Africa-EU Strategic Partnership, 2007: para. 1).
With respect to EU support for promoting peace, security and stability in Africa, the
Joint Strategy reiterates the principle of African leadership but at the same time prom-
ises to draw ‘valuable guidance’ from a number of EU instruments concerning conflict
resolution in Africa, such as the 2005 EU Concept for Strengthening African Capabil-
ities for the Prevention, Management and Resolution of Conflicts, prepared jointly by
the Council General Secretariat and the Commisssion in conjunction with the EU Strat-
egy for Africa, as well as other relevant EU instruments.
In addition, the Joint Strategy identifies the African Union as a natural interlocutor
for the European Union on African continental issues and indicates that, consequently,
the institutional architecture of the Africa-EU partnership on the Africa side will be
centered on the African Union.
The Joint Strategy has, undoubtedly, drawn new contours of the EU-Africa partner-
ship and represents a new forward-looking projection for relations between Europe and
Africa. However, whether or not the Joint Strategy might be the main vehicle for en-
hanced EU-AU partnership, remains to be seen. At the end of the day, the document it-
self, describes its role as a “framework” and “a political vision”. In the meantime, the
4th EU-Africa Summit acknowledged its role as an instrument of the solidarity and
commonality of interests between Africa and Europe.
In conclusion, it can be noted that along with the four instruments discussed above in
greater detail, both sides of the EU-Africa partnership have produced an already abundant
number of documents of different nature and scope and that the process in ongoing. New doc-
uments perpetually proliferate and there is ample evidence that the role they assign to the Eu-
ropean Union in conflict resolution in Africa has in the last decade undergone profound
transformations. The following part attempts to uncover the central features of this evolution.
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BEYOND FRAGMENTATION?
The 2005 EU Strategy for Africa noted its concern that “for too long the EU’s rela-
tions with Africa have been too fragmented, both in policy formulation and implemen-
tation” and, therefore, its aim was to give the EU a comprehensive, integrated and
long-term framework for its relations with the African continent (EU Strategy for Af-
rica, 2005: 2).
Fragmentation, which the EU Strategy makes reference to, applies, no doubt, to the
EU’s policy formulation and implementation concerning conflict resolution in Africa.
Indeed, normative and institutional fragmentation is not a new phenomenon in this
field. Karen Smith is absolutely right to suggest that in this field, “a coherent strategy is
still more of an objective than a reality” (Smith, 2009: 170).
Fragmentation of the EU’s role and normative commitment to conflict resolution in
Africa has many different faces. It may refer to the proliferation of instruments regulat-
ing the same subject-matter, it is horizontal and vertical, institutional, functional de
facto or de jure, permanent or temporary.
The EU’s policy towards conflict resolution in Africa has been reflected in a multi-
tude of instruments produced over the past decade. An ever-increasing number of EU
normative commitments of some sort, towards Africa at large, or particular African
partners, states and African organizations alike, have been formulated in an ever in-
creasing number of instruments. Consequently, “there remains a clear tension between
the different policy approaches of the EU towards Africa” (Hurt, 2004: 170). No real at-
tempt has been made so far either to chart and delineate a network of instruments that
commit the European Union to conflict resolution in Africa or to systematically outline
the normative evolution of the EU’s commitment thereto. They seem to form a loose
collection of instruments rather than a vertically and horizontally coherent system of
norms, even though the European Union gives considerable weight to its prior acts. The
remedy could be the organization of proliferating documents into clearer hierarchies.
In addition to the problem of proliferation of instruments there are a number of other
intractable questions that need to be addressed by both policymakers and academics.
Among the most conspicuous is the question of normative effects of instruments commit-
ting the European Union to conflict resolution in Africa and their vertical fragmentation.
The prospect of normative conflict between different levels of regulation of the
same subject-area and adopted at different times remains real. It is true that the EU’s ap-
proach to conflict resolution in Africa is based on hard international law commitments
embodied in a number of international treaties concluded by the European Union and
its member states, such as the Cotonou Agreement, and agreements with African re-
gional economic communities (RECs) and many of their members. But, at the same
time, it is embodied in a large number of other instruments of varying normative and le-
gal value adopted either by the European Union itself, such as the 2005 EU Strategy for
Africa, or originating from high level meetings between the representatives of the Euro-
pean Union and its member states and their African partners, such as the 2007 Joint
EU-Africa Strategy. Most of them can be described as policy instruments playing a con-
stitutive role in the field under consideration. A comment by Mary Farrell adds yet an-
other aspect to this question of normative fragmentation:
The role of the European Union in conflict resolution in Africa... 219
“in practice, the same policy approach is not adopted for all regional groupings and for
individual countries, so that the EU’s effectiveness as a norm exporter is determined
by the nature of each arrangement and how the target region responds to the EU.
Agreements that are politically rather than legally binding tend to commit the con-
tracting parties only if there is a strong interest at stake” (Farrell, 2009: 1170).
How can, for instance, the recognition of ‘One Africa’ embodied in the 2005 EU
Strategy for Africa be reconciled with the differentiation and regionalization principle
– one of the fundamental principles of the Cotonou Agreement? The promotion of re-
gionalism has indeed been a consistent and distinctive feature of EU relations with Af-
rica.5 What it calls for is internal coherence and better coordination between the EU
strategies and other existing cooperation frameworks and instruments between the EU
and its African Partners.
Another concern is that the EU’s contractual arrangements with Africa are horizon-
tally fragmented: Cotonou Agreement for sub-Saharan states, ENP/Union for the Medi-
terranean for Northern Africa, TDCA/DCI for South Africa. The EU continues to work
with as many African actors as possible. Alvaro de Soto, an experienced UN negotiator
commented that in his view “in the field of conflict management, additions subtract, and
collective diplomacy is by and large a contradiction in terms” (de Soto, 2012: XV). The
EU’s commitment to conflict resolution in different parts of Africa is of different charac-
ter and density. It is very likely to lead to the emergence of specialized and even relatively
autonomous rules or sets of rules and legal institutions. The strongest, at least norma-
tively, and challenging seems to be the commitment based on the European Neighbour-
hood Policy. In her recent speech to the European Parliament, Catherine Ashton
described EU relations with the Southern Neighbourhood as particularly challenging.
Yet another issue is inter-institutional fragmentation related to EU’s relations with
a large number of African partners. The inter-institutional coherence has been substan-
tially enhanced by the recognition of the African Union as the main interlocutor of the
European Union in Africa. A recently adopted ‘roadmap’ of the 4th EU-Africa Summit
refers, however, to rather unspecified “continent to continent” relationship.
A related question is about EU’s own highly complex, fragmented system of institu-
tions and competences in the field of conflict resolution. Cremona, for instance, points
out that “a fragmentary approach” is adopted towards provisions structuring the Un-
ion’s relationship with different groups of third countries and that the Treaty of Lisbon
“perpetuates and even extends a tendency to define new legal bases for different cate-
gories of relationship” (Cremona, 2010: 50). Cameron, commenting on the establish-
ment of the European External Action Service concludes that “it remains to be seen
whether this institutional innovation can address the challenges that have constrained
the EU’s role in conflict prevention so far, including the EU’s lack of coherence, con-
sensus, conceptual clarity and ambition.” Elsewhere, and with reference to the Euro-
pean Union’s competence in the field of conflict prevention and resolution, Cameron
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suggests that “a coherent preventive approach to conflict and crisis depends on three
factors: a clear definition of objectives, capacity to act, and the political will to act”
(Cameron, 2012: 211–212). Karen Smith too, notes that “conflict prevention is still not
fully integrated into policy-making” and, consequently “conflict-prevention policy ex-
poses the weaknesses of the EU’s foreign policy system, such as the turf wars engen-
dered by the pillar division” (Smith, 2009: 179). Smith, at the same time concludes that
“in many ways, the EU conflict prevention efforts are unique” because “it can muster
a large conflict prevention ‘toolbox’, much more so than any other international organi-
zation and, arguably, more so than the individual member states” (ibidem: 202).
Additionally, Wong rightly identifies as yet another weakness of the European Un-
ion, the fact that “there are attempts by member states, either individually or in groups,
to push the EU in certain general directions” (Wong, 2011: 152). Similarly, Olsen ex-
plains that “internal disagreements, on the one hand between member states and on the
other hand between member states and the European Commission, have had a consider-
able impact on the policy initiatives directed towards Africa” (Olsen, 2005: 138). Tocci,
who considers conflict resolution as inextricably tied to the EU’s very emergence and
raison d’être, comes to the conclusion that with respect to conflict resolution “what the
EU aspires to achieve, how it has articulated its policies, and what it’s strengths, weak-
nesses and future prospects are, are all inextricably tied to what the Union is and what it
represents” (Tocci, 2012: 134).
As far as the African institutional side of the equation is concerned, its description as
‘fragmented’ would, perhaps, be rather euphemistic. Akokpari argues that “while the
AU has set out good intentions and is theoretically committed to conflict resolution, its
record in this area has been remarkably unimpressive” (Akokpari, 2012: 151). Okoth
attributes weak performance of the OAU/AU to three categories of weaknesses: institu-
tional, structural and historical (Okoth, 2008: 22–23).
This part has demonstrated a number of contentious aspects originating from the
fact that the EU’s commitment to conflict resolution in Africa is embodied in a multi-
tude of normative instruments or normative layers. It is easy to exaggerate the negative
consequences of normative fragmentation. Indeed, normative fragmentation, in all of
its many forms, is commonly seen as an unwelcome departure from “legal excellence”
especially when it leads to contradictions and conflict between declared rules and be-
tween declared rules and actual actions. Rummel noted this long ago claiming that “EU
member states are not yet prepared to take on, in practical terms, the wider responsibil-
ity they talk about in their official documents” (Rummel, 1997: 115).
Obviously, such accumulation of normative instruments, as in our case, may be difficult
to manage. Fragmentation, however, can be seen more favourably, when flexibility and dif-
ferentiation outweigh uniformity. The EU-Africa partnership requires both, and some de-
gree of fragmentation, or differentiation may have positive aspects, if properly justified.
* * *
The participants of the 4th EU-Africa Summit held in Brussels earlier this month
agreed to take steps towards enhanced integration of the two continents and reiterated
that the EU’s enhanced commitment to conflict resolution in Africa continues to consti-
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tute an inherent component of this plan. The Summit covered a range of different issues
and adopted a final declaration, a declaration on migration and mobility and a docu-
ment called “roadmap” that sets out a list of strategic priorities of the EU-Africa part-
nership and identifies the means for their implementation before the next summit in
2017. The Summit did not produce any new strategic document. Instead, it reaffirmed
its commitment to the 2007 Joint EU-Africa Strategy.
The Declaration underlines the importance of addressing all aspects of the conflict
cycle, from preventive action to post-conflict reconstruction and development and ex-
plicitly refers to the EU commitment to:
“work in close collaboration with Africa, in the framework of the APSA, in support of
African led peace operations and, more generally, African efforts in areas like Secu-
rity Sector Reform, Border Management, Peacebuilding or Post-Conflict Reconstruc-
tion or Reconciliation, through the provision of advice, mentoring and training. In
addition, the supply of equipment is an option, either as a complement to CSDP mis-
sions and operations or as part of stand-alone measures” (EU-Africa Summit Declara-
tion: para. 12).
The Roadmap was adopted to provide a framework for “continent to continent” co-
operation and political dialogue of inter-regional, continental and global dimensions,
wherever Africa and the European Union have mutual interests. Special status in this
process was granted to the AU Peace and Security Council and the EU Political and Se-
curity Committee (EU-Africa Summit Roadmap, 2014–2017: para. 4).
This article has demonstrated that the EU’s engagement in conflict resolution in Af-
rica has evolved from a relatively limited scale into a comprehensive system of norma-
tive instruments and institutions. It has expanded in scope and deepened in intensity
and density. For the European Union, the challenge ahead is to find a balance between
the need for diversity in its relations with various African partners and the need of main-
taining an overall, coherent and long-term framework of engagement in conflict resolu-
tion in Africa. The reality is that both policy models are equally important and not
mutually exclusive. There has been some progress, albeit modest, in diminishing the in-
equality or imbalance in terms of available tools, instrument and policies for conflict
prevention, management and resolution between European and African partners. It re-
mains to be seen whether the necessary tools for a meaningful and realistic compromise
acceptable to both partners can be found and the principle of ownership respected. At
the end of the day, what really matters is that conflicts that remain unresolved and con-
tinue to have serious implications for peace and security in Africa and beyond are re-
solved, or at least managed in some way.
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ABSTRACT
The overall aim of this article is to provide an insight into EU’s engagement and increasing
role in conflict resolution in Africa. The question addressed in this article is about the nature and
scope of this commitment. To that end, this article provides an up-to-date analysis of the instru-
ments committing the European Union to conflict resolution in Africa with a view to define and
delimit, contextualize and measure its normative density. It takes a closer look at both unilateral
instruments of the EU as well as those originating from the Union’s contractual relations with its
African partners. It addresses a number of controversies generated by the normative: vertical and
horizontal, institutional and functional fragmentation of the EU’s commitment to conflict resolu-
tion in Africa. The overarching argument presented in this article is that the European Union and
its African partners need to move away from their dramatically fragmented partnership toward
a more comprehensive, integrated and long-term regime for the EU’s engagement in conflict res-
olution in Africa.
ROLA UNII EUROPEJSKIEJ W ROZWI¥ZYWANIU KONFLIKTÓW W AFRYCE
– W KIERUNKU PE£NEGO, ZINTEGROWANEGO I D£UGOTERMINOWEGO
ZAANGA¯OWANIA?
STRESZCZENIE
Zasadniczym celem tego artyku³u jest problemowe przedstawienie coraz g³êbszego zaanga-
¿owania Unii Europejskiej w rozwi¹zywanie konfliktów w Afryce. Opracowanie koncentruje
sie na badaniu charakteru i zakresu tego zaanga¿owania. W tym celu autor podejmuje analizê
wybranych dokumentów unijnych i umów miêdzynarodowych zawartych przez Unie z jej afry-
kañskimi partnerami, które zobowi¹zuj¹ Uniê Europejsk¹ do wspó³dzia³ania przy rozwi¹zywa-
niu konfliktów w Afryce. Autor koncentruje sie tak¿e na kwestii fragmentacji zobowi¹zañ UE
do dzia³ania w Afryce, uwypukla jej najistotniejsze elementy i wynikaj¹ce z niej konsekwencje.
W artykule zasugerowano, i¿ niezbêdne jest podjecie kroków w celu ograniczenia negatywnych
skutków fragmentacji oraz, ze spójnoœæ unijnych zobowi¹zañ w tym zakresie pozwoli³aby na
uporz¹dkowanie re¿imu prawnego i wzmocnienie dzia³añ Unii Europejskiej i jej pañstw cz³on-
kowskich w Afryce.
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